ClVIL SERVI CE COVW SSI ON M NUTES
June 3, 1998

A regul ar nmeeting of the G vil Service Conm ssion was held at 2:30 p.m,

in Room 358 at the County Admi nistration Building, |600 Pacific Hi ghWay,
San Di ego, California.

Present were:

Gordon Austin, President
Roy Di xon, Vi ce-President
Mary Gaen Brumm tt

d oria Val enci a- Cot hr an

Conprising a quorum of the Comm ssion
Larry Cook, Executive Oficer

Ral ph Shadwel | , Deputy County Counsel
Joy Kutzke, Reporting



ClVIL SERVI CE COVW SSI ON M NUTES
June 3, 1998

1:30 p.m CLOSED SESSI ON: Di scussi on of Personnel Matters and
Pendi ng Litigation

2:30 p.m OPEN SESSI ON: Room 358, 1600 Pacific H ghway,
San Diego, California 9210l

PRE- AGENDA CONFERENCE

Di scussion |ltens Cont i nued Referred W t hdr awn
3,7,8, 10, 18, 19, 10, 18, 20 2
20, 21

COMVENTS Mbotion by Dixon to approve all itens not held for
di scussi on; seconded by Val enci a-Cothran. Carri ed.

CLOSED SESSI ON AGENDA
County Adm ni stration Center, Room 458
(Notice pursuant to Governnent Code Sec. 54954. 2)
Menbers of the Public may be present at this
| ocation to hear the announcenent of the
Cl osed Sessi on Agenda.

a. Conm ssi oner Val enci a- Cot hran: Donovan Jacobs, Esq., on behal f of
Ri chard Eaton appealing an Order of Suspension fromthe Sheriff’s

Depart nent .
b. Comm ssioner Val enci a-Cothran: M chael Seyle, Esqg., on behalf of
James Fitzpatrick appealing an Order of Termination fromthe District

Attorney.

REGULAR AGENDA
NOTE: Five total mnutes will be allocated for input on Agenda Itens
unl ess additional tine is requested at the outset and it is approved by
t he President of the Comm ssion.

M NUTES
1. Approval of the Mnutes of the regular neeting of May 6, 1998.

Appr oved.



W THDRAWAL S

2. Comm ssioner Austin: Tinothy Zinglar appealing an Order of I|nmmediate
Suspension fromthe Health and Human Servi ces Agency.

W t hdr awn.

CONFI RVATI ON OF ASSI GNIVENTS/ REASSI GNMVENTS

3. Conmmi ssioner Valencia-Cothran as hearing officer in the appeal of
Manuel J. Perez from an Order of Pay Step Reduction from the Sheriff.
Conbi ne this case with previous disciplinary case assigned to Conm ssi oner
Val enci a- Cot hr an.

M. GGattey addressed the Conmm ssion on behalf of Mnuel J. Perez
requesting that the two disciplinary matters not be consolidated.
One of the cases falls within the right of representation by the
Deputy Sheriff’s Association and the other does not. M. Gattey and
M. Ervin, Counsel for the Sheriff, agree that each case wll| take
approxi mately one-half day. The parties agreed to the scheduling of
the cases on the sane day at different tines.

Motion by Dixon to not consolidate the cases; seconded by
Val enci a- Cot hran. Carri ed.
Brumm tt —abst ai ned.

4. Comm ssioner Austin reassigned as hearing officer in the appeal of
Sylvia Peralta from an Order of Reduction in Conpensation from the South
Bay Municipal Court. Conm ssioner Brumm tt previously assigned.

Confi r ned.

5. Comm ssioner Brummtt reassigned as hearing officer in the appeal of
Stephen Maier from an Oder of Conpulsory Leave from the Sheriff’s
Department. Conm ssi oner Di xon previously assigned.

Confi r med.
6. Comm ssioner Dixon as hearing officer in the appeal of Mchele
Frediani from an Order of Separation from the D strict Attorney. Thi s

itemis continued fromthe CSC neeting of May 6, 1998.
RECOMVENDATI ON:  Deny request.

Staff recommendati on approved.

DI SCI PLI NARY FI NDI NGS

7. Comm ssi oner Val enci a- Cot hran: Donovan Jacobs, Esq., on behalf of
Richard Eaton appealing an Oder of Suspension from the Sheriff’s
Depart nment .



FI NDI NGS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS:

Enpl oyee was charged with Cause | -- negligence (accident with County
vehicle); and Cause Il — acts inconpatible with and/or inimcal to
public service. Enployee admtted the charges set forth in Causes |
and Il. The sole issue of dispute was the |evel of discipline. The
Departnment’s decision to order a two-day suspension was based on
several factors, including prior discipline for simlar conduct and
the proximty in time of such discipline. The hearing officer
concludes that the two-working day suspension (17 hours) inposed on
Enpl oyee is within the reasonable discretion of the Departnent and
not excessive. The charges described in Causes | and of the Order of
Suspensi on were proven to be true. Therefore, it is recomended that
the Oder of Suspension and Charges inposed by the Sheriff be
affirmed; and that the proposed decision shall becone effective upon
the date of approval by the Gvil Service Conm ssion.

Mot i on by Val enci a- Cot hr an to approve Fi ndi ngs and
Reconmendati on; Seconded by Di xon. Carri ed.
SELECTI ON PROCESS FI NDI NGS/ COVPLAI NTS
Conpl ai nts

8. Cynthia Delooze appealing DHR s application denial for t he
classification of Junior Accountant.

RECOVMVENDATI ON:  Deny request.
Ms. Del ooze addressed the Comm ssion supporting her position that she

is qualified to conpete as Junior Accountant. She has been a County
enpl oyee for 13 years and is currently a Personnel Aide; her duties

currently entail the tasks of a Junior Accountant. Ms. Del ooze
poi nted out that the current class specification does not require a
degr ee. She woul d lIike the opportunity to be interviewed under the

current class specification. She clainms she has been performng the
duties of a Junior Accountant for the last three years. An update of
the qualifications for Junior Accountant is in progress. Blair Provo,
on behalf of DHR, responded that Ms. Delooze's current classification
is not in the Junior Accountant series. Her previous experience with
the County was as an Internediate Account Clerk, which is in the
clerical accountant series. She explained that the degree
requi renent was recently placed on the job bulletin at the request of
the Auditor and Controller. The Auditor and Controller asked DHR to
open the job recruitment process for Junior Accountant prior to
having the specification formally revised and placing the new
requirenents on the job bulletin. Comm ssioner Valencia-Cothran
expressed concerns about |ong-term career enployees not receiving
credit for work experience when conpeting for positions requiring
degrees. She expressed the need of weighing faithful service to this
County and the necessity for technical know edge. Larry Cook,
Executive Oficer, commented on the necessity of standards and the
need for experts to change the standards periodically.



Motion by Dixon to approve staff recomrendation; seconded by
Brummtt. Carried.
Val enci a- Cot hran — No.

9. Arthur V. Juliano, Jr., former Deputy Sheriff, appealing DHR s
application rejection for the classification of Lateral Entry Deputy
Sheriff.

RECOMVENDATI ON: Deny request.
Staff recomrendati on approved.

10. Deborah A berding, S.E 1.U Local 2028, on behalf of Adell Burge, an
Internmediate Transcriber in the Departnent of the Public Defender
appealing DHR s denial to allow her to conpete in the selection process
for Crimnal Legal Secretary Il. (See also No. 20 bel ow.)

RECOMVENDATI ON: Hol d i n abeyance pendi ng review and response by DHR

Ms. Burge addressed the Commssion stating that DHR has had
sufficient time since the closing of the examnation to determne if
she should be reinstated to this enploynent I|ist. She alleged DHR
did not give any concrete answers to Robin Low or her as to why she
is now unqualified to conpete as a Crimnal Legal Secretary II
(CLSIl), when she has qualified in the past. She requested the
Comm ssion to grant her a Rule X hearing based on the tinme DHR staff
has taken in deciding whether or not she net the mninum
qualifications to allow her to be placed on the CLSII |Iist. V5.
Burge contends that she has been performng Crimnal Legal Secretary
duties for her departnent on a daily basis. The job specification
and job bulletin for CLS Il do not state that in order to qualify an
applicant should have worked for one attorney as DHR suggests. She
requests Rule VI hearing or at the very least a Rule X hearing.

Motion by Val encia-Cothran to hold in abeyance pending witten
response from DHR, seconded by Brummtt. Carri ed.

M. Cook added that the Departnent and DHR should be aware that he
and M. Austin had a discussion regarding this matter subsequent to
the Conmission’s receipt of EOMJO s report and M. Austin expressed an
interest in delving into this further with EOMO. The outcone of that
conversation may inpact the selection process issue as well as DHR s
response to the Conm ssion.

Fi ndi ngs

11. Edward J. Southcott, Jr. appeal of renoval of his nanme by DHR from
the enploynent list for Deputy Sheriff for failure to neet the enpl oynent
st andards.

12. David Robbins appeal of renoval of his nane by DHR from the
enploynment |ist for Deputy Sheriff for failure to neet the enploynent
st andards.



13. Brian Patterson appeal of renoval of his nane by DHR from the
enploynment |ist for Deputy Sheriff for failure to neet the enploynent
st andards.

14. Antonia Ustoy appeal of renoval of her nane by DHR from the
enploynment |ist for Deputy Sheriff for failure to neet the enploynent
st andar ds.

15. Yvan Rogers appeal of renoval of his nane by DHR from the enpl oynent
list for Deputy Sheriff for failure to nmeet the enploynent standards.

16. Allan DeLeon appeal of renoval of his nane by DHR fromthe enpl oynent
list for Court Service Oficer for failure to neet the enploynment
st andar ds.

17. M chael A. Piadade appeal of renoval of his name by DHR from the
enploynment list for Correctional Deputy Probation Oficer for failure to
nmeet the enpl oynent standards.

RECOMVENDATI ON: Ratify Item Nos. 11 through 17. Appellants have been
successful in the appellate process provided by Cvil Service Rule
4.2. 2.

Item Nos. 11 through 17 ratified.

DI SCRI M NATI ON
Conpl ai nts

18. M ke Chase alleging national origin discrimnation by the Health and
Human Servi ces Agency.

RECOMVENDATI ON: Allow staff to give verbal input.

Larry Cook, Executive Oficer, addressed the Comm ssion regarding the
elimnation of EOMO, effective July 2, 1998, by the Board of
Supervisors. He explained Cvil Service Rule VI as it relates to the
requi renent that the Comm ssion forward discrimnation conplaints to
EQVO. M. Chase’s mtter is the first case received by the
Conmi ssion since the Board s action. The Commission is faced with
conplying with the Charter and the Rules (which require the
forwarding of discrimnation conplaints to EOMO even though the
Board has elinmnated EOMO. He provided the Comm ssion with several

alternatives to acconplish its mandated duty. M. Shadwell, Deputy
County Counsel, advised the Commission from a |egal standpoint. M.
Cook informed the Commssion that Eloy Villa, Internal Affairs
O ficer, was unavailable to be at today’s neeting and that M. Arauz,
DHR Director, was avail able by pager. M. Villa informed M. Cook

that County Counsel should be able to answer the Commission’s
guestions because it assisted the Board in the devel opnent of the
process to elimnate EOMO and the disposition of EOMO s duties.
Ant hony Al bers, Deputy County Counsel, who provided advice regarding



EOMO s abolishment was at the Conmi ssion neeting. Option No. 1 --
refer discrimnation conplaints to the Internal Affairs Ofice of the
Chief Admnistrative Oficer’'s Ofice (CAO. The Internal Affairs
Ofice is responsible for receiving any conplaint within the County
ot her than conplaints that would be designated for anyone el se, such
as the Comm ssion. The Board’s action disbursed duties previously
provi ded by EOMO to various departnents within the County. Option 2
-- the Conmi ssion may be able to direct Comm ssion staff to conduct

i nvestigations depending on tine and funding. Option 3 -- the
Conmi ssion could contract out with an outside source, such as an
attorney or fornmer Conmm ssioner depending on funding. Option 4 -- a

conbi nati on of the above-stated options.

M. Shadwell expressed his thoughts regarding the Conm ssion’s
handling of discrimnation conplaints with the dem se of EOMO He
clarified that he was not involved in the drafting of the ordinance,
whi ch repeal ed the existence of EOMO and that Deputy County Counsel
Ant hony Al bers prepared the ordinance. M. Shadwell explained that
with respect to the Conmssion’s authority, Rule VI of the Guvil
Service Rules states that when the Comm ssion receives a conplaint

alleging discrimnation that it “shall” refer the conplaint to EOMO
for review and report to the Comm ssion. The rule also says that the
Comm ssion “may”, but need not appoint one of its nenbers or a

hearing board or officer to investigate the matter concurrently with
EOMO. He explained that EOMO wi Il be out of existence in July, 1998,
and it probably does not have the ability to take and conplete a
report between now and the tinme it goes out of existence. The
Comm ssion cannot refer discrimnation conplaints to them The
Commi ssion has the authority to appoint one of its nenbers or a
heari ng board or officer to investigate a matter. To do so woul d be
in conpliance with Charter Section 904.2 which says that the
Comm ssion appellate authority includes appeals from actions
i nvolving “conplaints of discrimnation in personnel matters based on

non-j ob-related factors”. G ven that situation, M. Shadwell views
the potential alternatives stated above, and in M. Cook’'s staff
report, a little differently. For exanple, Option 1 -- “refer
discrimnation conplaints to Internal Affairs”. M. Shadwel | does

not believe the Comm ssion can treat the CAOs Internal Affairs as it
did EOVO. He advised that, at this point, the Comm ssion has to
assign a Commi ssioner to conduct investigations. The Conm ssion may
choose to have an informal working relationship with Internal Affairs
to do a concurrent investigation. He does not believe the Conm ssion
can treat Internal Affairs as if it were EOMO  Option 2 -- “direct
your own staff to conduct investigations”. The Conm ssion could
appoint one of its staff nenbers to be a hearing officer to
investigate the matter; that is a little different than directing

staff to conduct its own investigation. Option 3 -- is to contract
with an outside source to conduct the investigation; that 1is
aut hori zed under the Rules. M. Shadwell refered to the second to
the |ast paragraph of the staff report which states, “In all cases
one of your nenbers should be appointed to oversee an investigation
as currently provided in Rule VI”. M. Shadwell shared concerns wth
that particular |anguage of just overseeing an investigation. He

stated that it was appropriate for the Conm ssion to “oversee” as



long as EOMO was in the CGvil Service Rules which required the
referral of a conplaint to EOMO for review and report. Now that EOVO
no | onger exists, he does not believe that the Comr ssion can appoi nt
sonmeone like Internal Affairs and oversee it. He stated that the
Comm ssion, as a hearing board or body, has to appoint soneone to do
t he investigation.

Comm ssioner Austin discussed concerns of the fiscal inplications
this would have on the Commi ssion and inquired as to whose budget
woul d be affected. M. Cook responded that there had been no

di scussion in his presence about this subject. He was not aware that
the mtter was going to be placed on the Board s agenda.
Comm ssioner Austin addressed further concerns regarding the
feasibility of t he Comm ssi on t aki ng on t he addi ti onal
responsibilities of fully investigating discrimnation conplaints.
Comm ssioner Brummtt added that the Conmm ssion needs to seek
clarification from the Board of Supervisors as to its expectations.
She shared her observation that the Commssion is understaffed and
relies on outside consultants and attorneys to conduct its regular

busi ness. Undertaking an investigative roll wthout nore staff is
not possible, and if the Coonmission is to have nore staff it nust be
f unded. M. Shadwell added that with the dem se of EOMO, Rule Vi
wll have to be revised in sone fashion to provide an alternative to
EOMO, i.e., if it is anmended to say Internal Affairs, the Conm ssion

could utilize Internal Affairs in the way that it had used EOMO. He
expressed his concern that right now there is a rule that no |onger
fits the actual facts. Comm ssi oner Val enci a- Cot hran voi ced her
opinion viewwing EOMO as a different vehicle than Internal Affairs.
She stated that due to the fact that EOMO has been elimnated, it is
believed that Consent Decree requirenents have been fulfilled, and
t hough discrimnation will not be ignored, there is no |onger a need
to keep track as to whether or not individuals are being
di scrim nated agai nst. EOMO assisted the Conmm ssion by acting as its
investigatory arm they conducted the interviews and subsequently
made a recommendation to the Conm ssion. The Conmm ssion would either
support the recomendation or choose to have a hearing. She
expressed concerns regarding decisions which were made relating
EOMO s dissolution and questioned whether there was sufficient input
from inpacted sources. She agreed that the Commi ssion needs
direction from the Board of Supervisors. Commi ssi oner Val enci a-
Cot hran shared her feelings that the CAOs Internal Affairs Ofice,
may be simlar to the Internal Affairs wunit of the Sheriff’s
Department, which may have contributed to the establishment of the
Citizens’ Law Enforcenent Review Board (CLERB) to conduct Sheriff’s
inmpartial internal investigations. W could end up in a simlar
situation because we would have Internal Affairs investigating its
own peopl e. It did not work with the Sheriff and she does not know
if it would work in this instance. She clarified that she is not
conpl ai ni ng about the demi se of EOMO, but is concerned as to whether
the issue of how the Commission wll i nvestigate alleged
di scrim nation cases was addressed. Conmm ssioner Austin stated that
the Comm ssion nust agree to hold in deference all of the itens
concerning discrimnation conplaints until clear direction is
received from the CAO and/or Board of Supervisors or proceed and



assign sonmeone to investigate the cases at hand. Ant hony Al bers,
Deputy County Counsel, counsel for DHR addressed the Comm ssion
stating that under Rule VI, the Conmi ssion has the obligation to
investigate internal discrimnation conplaints, which are in contrast

to external conplaints that conme from DFEH and EECC. He believes
Rul e VI evolved sonme years ago at the tinme EOMO was established and
the Consent Decree cane about. It made practical sense from the

Comm ssion’s standpoint as the primary investigator to ask EOMO, as
the Conm ssion’s agent, to conduct a prelimnary review EOMO was
| ooking at the County’s overall conpliance with affirmative action

issues and discrimnation matters. The Conm ssion still has the
primary responsibility to investigate discrimnation conplaints
internally under its Rule. The Comm ssion needs to determ ne who
will assist it in carrying out that responsibility. M. Albers

stated that the Comm ssion can either take on that responsibility
itself, which it has always had the right to do, or it can decide
that it needs sone other agent to prelimnarily help as EOMO has done
in past years. Comm ssioner Brummtt inquired as to who would take
the financial responsibility for that. M. Albers responded that
that is a matter the Commi ssion needs to discuss with the Board of
Supervisors. M. Albers stated that what the Commi ssion is saying is
that if the County is going to provide us with another type of agent
to assist it in such matters, and the County nmay do that, that is a
deci sion by the Board Supervisors and DHR, or is the Comm ssion going
to decide that it would prefer to have its own investigator do the
prelimnary review, or request an individual Conm ssioner to do a

prelimnary review. Another issue that wll surface is, the effects
of the ternms and conditions of enploynent, because this particular
Rule was net and conferred about. M. Al bers stated that, the

Comm ssion needs to have sone discussion, about how to get to the
next step. There are financial, operational and timng issues. He
suggested that the Comm ssion needs direction. It may want assistance
from Internal Affairs. That does not nean that it takes away from
t he Comm ssion’s responsi bility to conduct di scrim nation
i nvestigations. However, if it decides that it does not want to use
Internal Affairs, it needs to think of alternatives and it needs sone
hel p, it needs to make that point to the Board. M. Cook added that
t hrough his conversations that there has been very little discussion,
at least that was brought to his attention, regarding these issues.
M. Cook spoke to M. Villa about this and he was very willing to
take on the responsibility of investigations. M. Cook’ s inpression
fromM. Villa was that there has not been discussion as to what the

Comm ssion should be doing. He believes that if there was any
di scussion it was nore |like Internal Affairs is willing to do it and
that the Comm ssion would just turn it over to them  The stunbling
block that we are at has not been considered. As M. Shadwell
pointed out, Internal Affairs cannot just do it like EOMO It nmust

i nclude the Commission’s involvenent. Conm ssioner Austin added that
the Conmi ssion needs to sit down with Internal Affairs and go over
the procedures. What would be involved if is going to be the agency
that takes on EOMOs roll? The Conmi ssion needs to alert the
appropriate parties as to the additional costs.



Motion by Valencia-Cothran defer discrimnation Item 18 and
possibly 20 wuntil the June 17, 1998 CSC neeting, and in the
interim we wll make every effort to get in contact with the
CAO s office to find out as nuch as we can about how they intend
and how we would |like to proceed wth discrimnation conplaints;
seconded by Di xon. Carried.

Motion by Dixon to direct Larry Cook, Executive Oficer, and
Gordon Austin, President, CSC, to initiate a neeting first with
M. Arauz and M. Villa as to what their perception is of what
the Board of Supervisor’s and CAOs direction is in this matter
and to express to M. Arauz and M. Villa the concerns of the
Comm ssion, the legal obstacles as presented by M. Shadwell,
and seek direction. Followi ng that neeting, seek a neeting with
the CAO on the sane subject and have an answer back to the
Comm ssion by the June 17, 1998 neeting; seconded by Val enci a-
Cot hran. Carri ed.

Fi ndi ngs

19. Larry Barker alleging sex, age, race, national origin/ancestry
discrimnation and retaliation by the Health and Human Servi ces Agency.

FI NDI NGS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS:

The conplaint was forwarded to EOMO for investigation and report back
to this Conm ssion. The report of EOMO has been received and
reviewed by this Investigating Oficer, who concurs wth the findings
that Larry Barker failed to establish allegations of age, sex, race,
national origin/ancestry discrimnation or retaliation; and that
probabl e cause that a violation of discrimnation [aws occurred in
this matter was not established. Therefore, it is recomended that
Larry Barker’s conplaint be denied and the Conm ssion approve and
file this report with the appended EOMO | nvestigative Summary Report
with a findings of no probable cause that the conplainant has been
di scrim nated agai nst on any basis protected by |aw.

Mot i on by Val enci a- Cot hr an to approve Fi ndi ngs and
Recomendat i ons; seconded by Di xon. Carried.

20. Deborah d berding, S.E I1.U., Local 2028, on behalf of Adell Burge,
an enployee in the Departnment of the Public Defender alleging union
affiliation discrimnation by the Departnment of the Public Defender. (See
al so No. 10 above.)

FI NDI NGS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS:

Ms. Burge addressed concerns regarding Rule VI issues relating to
discrimnation in hiring, pronotions and discipline in the work place
in our County. She expressed concerns that enployees will no |onger
be afforded an adm nistrative remedy wth EOVO She asserts that
wi thout an inpartial third party to investigate clainms, our County
adm nistration will undoubtedly face many nore nerit and disciplinary
i ssues whose conplainant wll opt to bypass the CAO s Internal
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Affairs review and instead elect to pursue immediate |itigation.

That is what it appears our Board of Supervisors wants. Ms. Burge
poi nted out concerns using the CAOs Internal Affairs Ofice as an
investigatory agency due to conflicts of interest. She rel ayed

various alleged intimate and social associations the current Internal
Affairs Oficer had/has with other County enployees and the inpact
those rel ati onshi ps could have on the outcome of investigations. She
believes S.E.1.U feels that the current Internal Affairs Oficer is
unqualified to handle nerit issues. She requests Rule VI hearing or
at the very least a Rule X hearing. M. Cook rem nded the Conm ssion
that our office has not yet asked for a DHR response to the Rule X

i ssue. He explained that the Rule X issue was held in abeyance
pendi ng receipt of EOMJO s report which was recently received by the
Comm ssi on. He recommended that the Commssion give DHR an
opportunity to respond. Blair Provo, addressed the Commi ssion on

behalf of DHR indicating she had previously prepared a witten
response prior to the matter being deferred pending EOMO s
i nvestigation. M. Cook clarified that DHR s former response does
not contain input which was addressed in EOMO s recent report and
believes it would be helpful to give DHR the opportunity to review
said report and provi de an updated response to the Comm ssion.

Motion by Valencia-Cothran to hold EOMO s report in abeyance
pendi ng Comm ssioner Austin’s neeting with EOMO and report back
to the full Comm ssion; seconded by Dixon. Carried.

Conmi ssi oner Austin —abstai ned.

Cl TI ZEN COVPLAI NT

21.

Dr. Gegory Ferguson citizen's conplaint regarding treatnment he

recei ved by an enpl oyee of the Health and Human Servi ces Agency.

RECOMVENDATI ON:  Note response from the Health and Human Services
Agency. Take no further action.

Dr. Ferguson addressed the Commission regarding the treatnent he
recei ved by an enpl oyee of the Health and Human Servi ces Agency whil e
applying for general relief. Suzanne Maczyck responded on behal f of
the Agency apologizing for any perceived mstreatnent he received
fromthe enployee. Dr. Ferguson was not able to produce the required
docunentation to avail him of their services at the tinme of
appl i cati on.

Motion by Valencia-Cothran to approve staff recomendati on;

seconded by Brummtt. Carried.

OTHER MATTERS

22.

Ext ensi on of Tenporary Appoi ntnents

Heal t h and Human Servi ces Agency
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23.

24.

25.

John
list
duty

26.

A 5 Residential Care Wrker 1’'s (Shane Johnson, Mary Finley,
Vivienne Tally, Krystal Kenmerle, Cathy Burns)

B. 2 Residential Care Worker Trainees (Elizabeth Vasquez and Ericka
Ellis)

C. 1 Residential Care Worker Il ( Loui se Seavey)

Assessor/ Recorder/ County O erk

A 1 Division Chief I, Assessor (Joan Brookman)

CAO - MEDI A/ PUBLI C RELATI ONS

A 1 Video Production Specialist Il (Joe A Solazzo)
RECOMVENDATI ON: Ratify item Nos. 22 through 24.
Item Nos. 22 through 24 ratified.

Ratification of Roberto Netter, Ph.D., Bilingual Psychol ogist and
David Goodman, M D., Gastroenterol ogist, as additional nanes to the
of medical and psychol ogical providers to be used for fitness for
eval uations at the request of the Departnment of Human Resources.

RECOMVENDATI ON: Ratify providers.
ltem No. 25 ratified.
Public I nput.

There was additional discussion relating to item No. 21 above,
clarifying the presence of witnesses at the tinme Dr. Ferguson sought
assi st ance. Dr. Ferguson stated there were no w tnesses present at
the tinme of his incident and the departnent previously indicated that
there was. Comm ssioner Brummtt sought clarification from the
Depart ment . Ms. Maczyck stated that there are wtnesses, that
clients do not see in order to maintain the integrity of applicants
and nonitor the behavior of Eligibility Technicians; supervisors are
nearby. The client does not always necessarily see a wtness.

ADJOURNMENT: 4:40 p. m

NEXT MEETING OF THE ClVIL SERVICE COW SSI ON W LL BE June 17, 1998.
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